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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between perceived
coaching behaviors, goal orientation, and motivation among female collegiate athletes.
Female athletes from Eastern Illinois University (n = 66) and Valparaiso University (n = 25),
took part in the study. Specifically, the purposes of the study were; a) to examine if athletes
who perceived their coaches to exhibit more democratic behavior, praise and encouragement,
and training and instruction behaviors would demonstrate higher levels of intrinsic
motivation, and b) to examine if athletes with a positive goal profile (high task/high ego)
would have significantly greater motivation levels compared to other goal profiles. Measures
used for the study included the Sport Motivation Scale (SMS-28) (Pelletier et al., 1995),
Leadership in Sport Scale, the Perceived Version (LSS) (Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980), and
Task and Ego Sport Questionnaire (TEOSQ) (Duda & Nicholls, 1989). To test the first
purpose of perceived leader behaviors and motivation, several multiple regression analyses
and bivariate correlations were performed across each category of motivation to determine
which coaching behaviors were predictive of each isolated dimension of motivation. Results
revealed that IM To Know was significantly predicted by democratic behavior (t(90) = 1.69,
12 = .09); IM To Accomplish was significantly predicted by democratic behavior(! (90) =
2.19, 12 < .05), performance feedback (t(90) = 1.99, 12 < .05), and social support behavior

(! (90) = -2.26, 12 < .05); and none of the behaviors predicted IM To Experience Stimulation
at the 12 < .05 level. To test the second purpose of goal orientation and motivation, a one-way
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MANOVA was conducted with goal profile as the independent variable and SMS-28 scale
scores as the dependent variables. Results showed a overall non-significant interaction
(Wilk' s Lambda = .74, (E (21 ,233) = 1.22, 12 = ,23), showing that athletes' goal profile did
not interact to affect all motivation categories. Results of the follow-up univariate ANOV As
showed a significant effect for IM To Know (E (3,90) = 2.77, 12 < .05). The follow-up Tukey
Studentized Range Test indicated a significant value (E (87) = 3.70, 12 < .05) and indicated
that high task/low ego athletes (5 .28± .92) were significantly higher in IM To Know
compared to low task/low ego (4.33 ± 1.23). Results suggest that there is a relationship
between perceived leader behavior, goal orientation, and athletes' level of motivation.
Recommendation for future studies include using a larger sample size, incorporating athletes'
starting status, and assessment of actual coaches' behaviors.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Understanding and enhancing motivation has long been one of the most popular
research topics in sport psychology. Motivation is at the heart of many sports' most
interesting problems, as a developmental outcome of social environments, such as
competition and coaches' behavior (Duda, 1989; Vallerand, Deci & Ryan, 1987). Several
conceptual perspectives have been proposed to better understand athletes' motivation.

Self-Determination Theory
Deci and Ryan developed the self-determination theory (1 985), which has been found
to be useful in this area of motivation. The underlying idea of this theory is that intrinsic
motivation is based on people' s needs to be competent and self-determining in their
behaviors. Perceived competence refers to one's beliefs about his or her ability to be
successful in an achievement domain. Self-determination refers to the person' s perceptions
of autonomy and having choices, and that those choices determine one' s actions. Therefore,
events that provide opportunities to satisfy a persons' needs to feel competent and selfdetermining in dealing with the environment will maximize intrinsic motivation (Ferrer-Caja
& Weiss, 2000). Research that has examined self-determination theory shows that when an
activity provides one with feedback that is perceived as positive and informational (i.e.,
competence related), individuals are expected to increase their intrinsic motivation (Duda,
Chi & Newton, 1995).
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Self-determination theory states that behavior can be intrinsically motivated,
extrinsically motivated, or amotivated, that motivation can be thought to vary on a
motivational continuum, and that a person can progress through different stages of
motivation based on their perception of motivational climate and their dispositional goal
orientation (Deci & Ryan, 1985). An intrinsic motivational orientation describes an
individual who participates in an activity primarily for internal reasons (e.g., for fun,
pleasure, personal mastery). An extrinsic motivational orientation, on the contrary, describes
an individual who primarily participates in an activity for external reasons (e.g., to gain
social approval, social status, material rewards) (Amorose & Hom, 2000). Amotivated
individuals are neither intrinsically nor extrinsically motivated. When athletes are in such a
state, they no longer identify any good reasons for why they continue to train (Deci & Ryan,
1985). These athletes are considered likely candidates for burnout and eventual dropout.
Further within intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, lie seven sub-domains which
include the following: (I) Intrinsic Motivation To Know is performing an activity for the
pleasure and satisfaction that one experiences while learning or trying to understand
something new; (2) Intrinsic Motivation Toward Accomplishments is engaging in an activity
for the pleasure and satisfaction experienced when one attempts to accomplish or master a
skill; (3) Intrinsic Motivation to Experience Stimulation is engaging in an activity in order to
experience stimulating sensations (e.g ., sensory pleasure, as well as fun and excitement); (4)
External Regulation is behavior that is controlled by external sources, such as material
rewards or gain in social status; (5) Introjected Regulation entails participating in sport
because there is pressure to be in good shape or feel embarrassed or ashamed when they are
not in best form; (6) Identified Regulation occurs in athletes who participate in sport because
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they feel their involvement contributes to a part of their growth and development as a person;
and (7) A.motivation is the feeling of being neither intrinsically motivated nor extrinsically
motivated.

Achievement Goal Theory
Within the scope of motivation, research done by Newton & Duda (1999) illustrated
that motivational climate is the strongest predictor of enjoyment/interest and pressure/tension
in their study of female volleyball players. Similarly, a study conducted by Walling, Duda,
and Chi (1993) on adolescent athletes, demonstrated that the interaction between one's
perception of motivational climate and goal orientation may influence his/her motivation.
According to the Achievement Goal Theory (Duda & Nicholls, 1989), perceived
motivational climates in sport settings can be characterized by being task-oriented and ego-

oriented A task-oriented motivational climate is an environment where the athletes are
reinforced by the coach when they work hard, experience improvement, and realize that each
team member contributes to the team's efforts. In contrast, in an ego-oriented motivational
climate athletes perceive that poor performance and mistakes will be punished, that high
ability team members will be recognized more often, and that competition between team
members is encouraged by the coach (Newton & Duda, 1998). Since task orientations are
under the person' s control, individuals higher in task orientation are expected to experience
an increase in intrinsic motivation when activities are mastered (Ferrer-Caja & Weiss, 2000).
Recently, both psychologists and sport psychologists have focused on achievement
goals as a way of understanding differences in achievement (Duda, 1993; Dweck, 1986;
Nicholls, 1984; Roberts, 1993). According to Achievement Goal Theory, these factors
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interact to determine a person' s motivation, achievement goals, perceived ability, and
achievement behavior. Goal orientations are personal dispositions that athletes bring to
athletic situations that result in personal definitions of success (Duda, 1993 ). Outcome
orientations (ego) are those dispositions in which success is based on normative comparison
and defeating others (Duda, 1993). Task goal orientations are those dispositions where
success is given a self-referent definition and the focus is on improving past performances
(Duda, 1993).
Sport psychologists argue that a task orientation more often than ego orientation will
lead to a strong work ethic, persistence when faced with failure, and optimal performance.
Because focusing on personal performance provides greater control, athletes become more
motivated and persist longer when faced with failure. In contrast, ego-oriented athletes have
greater difficulty in maintaining high perceived competence. Research (Duda, 1993)
suggests that ego-oriented athletes who have low perceived competence demonstrate low
achievement behavior patterns (e.g., less persistence in trying at difficult skills and tasks). In
recent years, research has not only studied how goal orientations and perceived ability work
together to influence motivation, but also how the social climate influences one's goal
orientations and motivation level (Ntoumanis & Biddle, 1998). Ames (1992) contends that
social climates of achievement settings can vary significantly in several dimensions
including; tasks that students perform, student ability groupings, evaluation procedures, and
time alotted for activities to be performed.
Weiner (1986) believed that one' s goal orientation is likely to arise from an initial
perception of success and failure. Weiner' s Attribution Theory (1986) further explains this
notion by illustrating the basic attribution categories in the motivation process, which are:
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appraisal of causal information (e.g ., past successes), causal ascriptions (e.g., ability, effort),
classification into dimensions (e.g ., controllability), affective consequences (e.g., guilt), and
behavioral consequences. These attributional approaches may help us understand why a task
goal orientation or mastery climate has positive motivational properties (Biddle, 2000).

Multidimensional Model of Leadership
Similar to motivation, leadership is perhaps another one of the most extensively
studied topics in psychology. Historically, the dominant approach toward the analysis of
leadership in sport context has consisted of attempts to identify the characteristic traits,
decision styles, and/or behaviors of leaders. In short, the exclusive focus has been on the
leader (Chelladurai & Carron, 1983). Many models of leadership have been proposed and
tested, and interest and activity in the areas continues to grow. In contrast, the study of
leadership in an athletic context has been sparse and sporadic. Athletic teams are important
organizations in their own right and provide a natural and yet manageable setting for
organizational research (Ball, 1975). Further, any insight gained regarding leadership in
athletics also may be profitably used in other settings. Finally, the uniqueness of athletic
teams is exemplified, among other things, by the almost total control and influence that the
coach (the leader) exerts on athletes (Chelladurai, 1984).
Chelladurai and Carron (1978) developed the Multidimensional Model of Leadership,
which provides a framework for the study of leadership in sport. This model is based upon
three different aspects of leader behavior: actual leader behavior, preferred leader behavior,
and prescribed leader behavior. Actual leader behaviors are those behaviors displayed by the
coach in an athletic relationship. Preferred leader behaviors are the behaviors that are desired

-

-
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by the athletes. Prescribed leader behaviors are behaviors that are dictated by the
organizational rules (i.e., goals and structure). The theory assumes that the significant
outcomes of performance and member satisfaction are positively related to the degree of
congruence among the three aspects of leader behavior (Chelladurai, 1980; Reimer &
Chelladurai, 1995).
Chelladurai' s theory also notes that performance and satisfaction are not independent
of each other. As long as the athletes are oriented toward task accomplishment and the coach
meets these preferences, both satisfaction and performance are enhanced. Therefore,
satisfaction and performance are both direct results of leader behavior (Chelladurai &
Carron, 1978).
Coaching styles and behaviors hold particular importance for understanding the
manner in which athletes perceive their coaches. For example, Carron (1982) found that
perceptions of autocratic style in coaching contributed to athletes' negative feelings
regarding involvement, sense of belonging, and feelings of team cohesion. Weiss and
Friedrichs (1986) discovered certain leader behaviors were predictive of individual
satisfaction and win/loss percentage. More specifically, positive feedback was most
predictive of team satisfaction, and perceived social support was most strongly, but
negatively, associated with athlete satisfaction and win/loss percentage (i.e., higher levels of
social support were associated with lower win/loss percentages).
The Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS; Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980), was designed to
investigate the various aspects of the Multidimensional Model of Leadership. The LSS can
be administered in three different versions: A perceived version, in which athletes describe
their perceptions of coaches' behaviors; a preferred version, in which athletes describe the
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types of coaching behaviors they desire; and self-described version, in which coaches
describe their own behavior. The present study is concerned with perceived leadership
(coaching) behaviors that occur within female athletics. The LSS focuses on five aspects of
leader behavior, which were considered in this study: Training and Instruction, Social
Support, Autocratic Behavior, Democratic Behavior, and Positive Feedback.
The LSS has five dimensions: (1) Training and Instruction entails behaviors of the
coach that are oriented toward training and instruction and scores high in trying to improve
the athletes' performances by giving technical instruction on skills, techniques and strategies
by emphasizing and facilitating rigorous training, and by coordinating the activities of team
members; (2) Social Support entails behaviors from a coach who shows concern for the
welfare of individual athletes and attempts to form warm relationships with them;
(3) Autocratic Behavior entails behaviors of the coach using independent decision making
and stresses personal authority in working with the decisions, without input from athletes;
(4) Democratic Behavior of a coach allows athletes to participate in decisions about the
groups' goals, practice methods, and game tactics; and (5) Positive Feedback behavior by a
coach consistently praises or rewards athletes for good performance.
Since Title IX of the Education Amendments Act of 1972 was implemented in 1975,
the growth of athletic participation and competition by females has been unprecedented. In
1971, only 300,000 females participated in athletics. Today, that number has increased to
more than 2.4 million (US Department of Education, 1997). Administrators and
policymakers have recognized the need to provide resources to improve the number and
quality of athletic opportunities for females at all levels of participation (Young, 1986).
However, little systematic investigation of leadership (coaching) styles and behaviors of
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female teams have been done. Most of the theoretical models ofleadership have been
exclusively examined with male athletes. Therefore, this present study will focus on female
athletics and the perception of their coaches' leadership style and behavior.

Statement of Problem
The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between female athletes'
perception of their head coaches' leadership style, athletes' goal orientation, and the impact
on athletes' level of motivation.

Hypothesis
Based on previous studies (Amorose & Hom 2000; Walling, Duda and Chi 1993 ; and
Chelladurai 1984), and theories such as; Self-Determination Theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985),
Achievement Goal Theory (Duda & Nicholls, 1989), and Multidimensional Model of
Leadership (Chelladurai & Carron, 1978), two specific hypotheses were formed for this
present study.
HI: It was hypothesized that female athletes' perception of their coaches' leadership
styles is significantly related to their levels of motivation. More specifically, female athletes
who perceive their coaches to exhibit a more democratic and training and instruction
coaching style, and also who respond to players' performances with high levels of praise,
encouragement, and informationally based feedback would demonstrate higher intrinsic
motivation than would female athletes who perceived their coaches to be more authoritarian
in their leadership style and to provide lower levels of praise, encouragement, and
informational feedback.
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H2: It was also hypothesized that female athletes who exhibit a motivationally
adaptive goal orientation profile, (i.e., task-oriented and ego-oriented), would demonstrate
higher intrinsic motivation than would female athletes who demonstrated uneven goal
orientations. Therefore, athletes with a positive goal orientation profile (high task, high ego)
would have significantly different motivation levels than other goal profiles (low task, low
ego; low task, high ego; high task, low ego).

Delimitations
This study examined perceived leader behaviors, goal orientations, and levels of
motivation of female, collegiate athletes from two universities; Eastern Illinois University
and Valparaiso University. These two universities are both located in the midwest region
and compete at the Division I level.

Rationale
The purpose of this study was to demonstrate how female collegiate athletes'
motivation levels can be affected by goal orientations and the way they perceive their
coaches' leadership style.
Several studies demonstrate that athletes' perceptions of their coaches' style and
interactions are strongly related to motivational factors (Chelladurai, 1984; Weiss &
Fredrichs, 1986). By investigating both goal orientation (task and ego) and perceptions of
leaders' style, the interactive effects of person and environment influence on motivation can
become apparent.

10

Definitions

Goal Orientations
Within the scope of motivation, Nicholls (1989) reported that goal orientations, or
ways in which individuals judge their competence and define successful accomplishment, are
critical precursors to variations in motivational processes. The two main goal orientations
are task-oriented and ego-oriented.

Task-Orientation
When task involved, people seek mainly to gain skill or knowledge, exhibit effort,
and perform their best or experience personal improvement (Duda, 1989). A coach will
illustrate this motivational environment by advising the team that each team member
contributes to the team' s efforts.

Ego-Orientation
When ego involved, people look to the adequacy of their ability and how it compares
to others (Duda, 1989). Ego-oriented individuals strive and put much emphasis on social
comparisons. A coach will illustrate this motivational climate by encouraging competition
between team members, and acknowledging good performances while punishing poor
performances.

Intrinsic Motivation To Know
Performing an activity for the pleasure and satisfaction that one experiences while
learning or trying to understand something new (Pelletier, 1995).
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Intrinsic Motivation Toward Accomplishments
Engaging in an activity for the pleasure and satisfaction experienced when one
attempts to accomplish or master a skill (Pelletier, 1995).

Intrinsic Motivation to Experience Stimulation
Engaging in an activity in order to experience stimulating sensations (e.g ., sensory
pleasure, as well as fun and excitement) (Pelletier, 1995).

External Regulation
Behavior that is controlled by external sources, such as material rewards or gain in
social status (Pelletier, 1995).

Introjected Regulation
Participating in sport because there is pressure to be in good shape or feel
embarrassed or ashamed when they are not in best form (Pelletier, 1995).

Identified Regulation
Athletes who participate in sport because they feel their involvement contributes to a
part of their growth and development as a person (Pelletier, 1995).

Amotivation
The feeling of being neither intrinsically motivated nor extrinsically motivated
(Pelletier, 1995).
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CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

While extensive sport literature has examined motivation and leadership styles, less
research has examined the relationship of perceived leadership styles and its' relationship to
motivation levels. This chapter will review the research relevant to this study. This review
of literature will include the following key sections: (a) motivation theories; (b) motivation;
(c) leadership theories; (d) leadership; and (e) female athlete traits.

Motivation Theories
Self-Determination Theory
Several perspectives have been proposed to better understand athletes' motivation.
One perspective that has been found to be useful in this area states that behavior can be
intrinsically motivated, extrinsically motivated, or amotivated (Deci, 1975; Deci & Ryan,
1985, 1991). An intrinsic motivational orientation (Th1) describes an individual who
participates in an activity primarily for internal reasons (e.g., for fun, pleasure, personal
mastery). An extrinsic motivational orientation, on the contrary, describes an individual who
primarily participates in an activity for external reasons (e.g., to gain social approval, social
status, material rewards) (Amorose & Horn, 2000). Amotivated individuals are neither
intrinsically nor extrinsically motivated. When athletes are in such a state, they no longer
identify any good reasons for why they continue to train (Pelletier, 1995).
Recently, A three-tier taxonomy of intrinsic motivation has been formulated
(Pelletier, 1995). This taxonomy is based on the self-determination theory and intrinsic
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motivation literature that reveals the presence of three types of IM that have been researched
on an independent basis. These three types of intrinsic motivation have been identified as IM
to Know (i.e., performing an activity for pleasure and satisfaction oflearning something
new), IM to Accomplish Things (i.e., performing an activity for pleasure and satisfaction of
attempting to accomplish something), and IM to Experience Stimulation (i.e., when someone
engages in an activity in order to experience stimulating sensations such as fun and
excitement).
It was originally thought that extrinsic motivation referred to non-self-determined
behavior, that could only be prompted by external events (e.g., rewards). However, Deci and
Ryan, along with other colleagues (e.g., Ryan, Connell, & Grolnick, 1992), have proposed
that there are different types of extrinsic motivation that can be ordered along a selfdetermination continuum. Individuals who develop and mature in their achievement
orientation are likely to move toward the internal end of this motivational spectrum. From
lower to higher levels of self-determination, they are: external regulation (i.e., sport is
performed not for fun but to obtain rewards or avoid negative consequences), introjected
regulation (i.e., athletes who participate because they feel pressure to be in good shape), and
identification (i.e., athletes participate because they feel their involvement contributes to
growth and development as a person).
Due to the idea that the various forms of motivation are declared to lie on a
continuum from high to low self-determination, and because self-determination is associated
with enhanced psychological functioning (Deci & Ryan, 1985), one would expect a
corresponding pattern of consequences. Research supports this premise in that the different
types of motivation are associated with increasingly positive consequences as one progresses
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from amotivation to intrinsic motivation. In the sport domain, the various self-determined
forms of motivation (three types of IM and identification) have been associated with greater
persistence (Pelletier et al., 1988), positive emotions (Vallerand & Briere, 1990), and greater
interest and sport satisfaction.
Researching this perspective further, recent studies examine the determinants of
motivation among athletes. Pelletier (1995) suggested that interpersonal behavior exhibited
by the coach is a main determinant of an athletes' motivation. Past research involving
perceptions of coaches' behaviors (Pelletier, 1995), has shown that informational behaviors,
those providing feedback of competence and a clear structure or rationale for doing an
activity, foster self-determined forms of motivation, reduce amotivation and increase athlete
satisfaction with the sport experience (Pelletier, 1995). Conversely, impersonal behaviors
where, for example, coaches do not care for athletes, have been shown to undermine intrinsic
motivation and foster amotivation.
Self-determination theory is based upon the writings ofDeci and Ryan (1985, 1991)
and Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, and Ryan (1991). Vallerand and Losier (1999) recently
formulated and integrated a model that took Deci and Ryan's concept of self-determination
and applied it to the sport environment. This theory, in model form, is shown in Figure 1.
Social factors and psychological mediators are seen as determinants of motivation
that lead to certain consequences. Psychological mediators are viewed as mediating the
relationship between social factors and motivation. In the model, self-determination appears
specifically as autonomy or agency and also brings meaning to what is considered the selfdetermination continuum.

L
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Figure I
Vallerand and Losier' s (1999) Integrated Model of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation
Social Factors
•
•
•

Success/failure
Competition/cooperation
Coaches behavior

l
Psychological Mediators
Perceptions of:
• Competence
• Autonomy
• Relatedness

l
Motivation
- Intrinsic Motivation
• To Know
• To Accomplish Things
• To Experience Stimulation
-- Extrinsic Motivation
• Integrated Regulation
• Identified Regulation
• Introjected Regulation
• External Regulation
- Amotivation

l

Consequences
• Affect
• Sportsmanship
• Persistance
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Pelletier et al. (1995) reported on the development of the Sport Motivation Scale
(SMS-28) designed to measure the different forms of motivation according to selfdetermination theory. The factor structure and internal consistency were confirmed on the
SMS-28. In addition, self-determination as measured by the SMS was shown to be
associated with selected motivational consequences. The SMS measures amotivation,
intrinsic motivation, and three of the four types of external motivation. The authors
explained that integrated regulation was not included in the inventory because of the
difficulty of measuring the construct.
Marklund ( 1999) reported on an investigation that demonstrated that selfdetermination moderates the relationship between perceived competence and intrinsic
motivation. They observed that when self-determination is high, intrinsic motivation is high,
regardless of the level of perceived competence. Furthermore, they observed that when selfdetermination was low, the level of perceived competence was important when predicting
intrinsic motivation. Specifically, high levels of competence predict high levels of intrinsic
motivation, while low levels of competence predict low levels of intrinsic motivation.
Consistent with the integrated theory of motivation, this study illustrated the critical
importance of both perceived competence and self-determination in the development and
prediction of intrinsic motivation.
Kowal and Fortier (2000) reported on an investigation that provided strong support
for both the Integrated Model of Vallerand and Losier (1999) and Vallerand' s Hierarchical
Model of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation. Kowal and Fortier provided convincing
evidence that social factors predict the psychological mediators of autonomy, competence,
and relatedness, and that these mediators in tum predict intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. In
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support ofVallerand' s hierarchical model, they were able to demonstrate that the important
mediators characteristics of autonomy, competence, and relatedness occur on a general level
of involvement in swimming, as well as a situation-specific level of swimming.
Ferrer-Caja and Weiss (2000) studied 407 male and female high school physical
education students in an investigation designed to test Vallerand and Losier' s (1999)
Integrated Model of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation in Sport. The results of the
investigation supported the model generally, but found only partial support for the selfdetermination construct. Self-determination was measured as a function of the degree to
which students perceived they had a choice in taking the class, and the degree to which they
felt they had a choice in selection of activities once in the course. In explaining why the
investigation failed to observe the expected hypothesized relationship between selfdetermination and intrinsic motivation, the authors indicated that because the course was
mandatory, students may not have perceived choices to participate in the decision making. In
this view, the required nature of the class could have obscured the potential effect of selfdetermination on intrinsic motivation.
To study the different relations between determinants, motivation, and consequences
in the sport domain, it is necessary to have an instrument that can reliably and validly
measure the different forms of motivation toward sport. The Sport Motivation Scale (SMS28) was developed from Briere et al's. EMS, which was originally constructed in French.
This scale is made up of seven sub-scales of four items each, which assess the three different
types of intrinsic motivation, three types of extrinsic motivation, and amotivation. The SMS28 focuses on the perceived reasons for engaging in the activity by asking the athletes "Why
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do you practice your sport?" Several items represent possible answers to that question, thus
reflecting the different types of motivation.

Cognitive Evaluation Theory
According to cognitive evaluation theory, a sub-theory of self-determination theory,
(Deci & Ryan, 1985; 1991), people's motivation varies in line with changes in their
perception of competence and self-determination. Physical activity perceived to be
interesting, challenging, providing feelings of pleasure and satisfaction, or performed for its
own sake rather than external causation, induces intrinsic motivation (Vallerand & Fortier,
1998). Thus, events that lead to gains in any of these feelings should increase ones' intrinsic
motivation, while decreasing extrinsic motivation and amotivation. Similarly, Hom (1987,
1992) has also suggested that information (corrective) feedback given in response to athletes'
performance errors (e.g., "You undercut that ball because you dropped your elbow") (p. 66)
should result in an increase in athletes' perceptions that they themselves can control future
performance outcomes (i.e., an internal locus of control), which should increase athletes'
level of motivation. Conversely, events that undermine one' s feeling of competence or selfdetermination should lead to a loss of intrinsic motivation, but to an increase of external
motivation and amotivation (Pelletier, 1995).

Achievement Goal Theory
Recent cognitive theories of achievement motivation have underscored the relevance
of goal perspectives to our understanding of behavior in achievement contexts (Ames, 1984;
Nicholls 1989). Although different theorists have different labels, this line of research is
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primarily concerned with social, psychological, and behavioral antecedents and
consequences of two goal perspectives, namely a task orientation and an ego orientation. It
is assumed that these two orientations reflect the criteria individuals use to subjectively
define success and failure in achievement settings. Nicholls (1984) and Dweck (Dweck &
Elliott, 1983) in particular suggest that task and ego orientation entail distinct ways of
judging one' s level of demonstrated competence.
When a sports performer adopts a mastery goal orientation, the focus is on whether
one is developing new skills and mastering the task at hand. In short, competence and
success at a task are demonstrated through self-referenced motor-skill improvements.
Individuals who possess a mastery goal orientation evaluate success based on a self-standard
of improvement. Conversely, those sport performers who adopt a competitive or egoorientation judge competence and success based on the demonstration of superior ability as
compared to their peer group. For the ego-oriented individual, perceived ability is measured
as a function of outperforming others, as opposed to self-improvement.
Duda (1989) examined the relationship between goal orientations and the perceived
purposes of sport among high school athletes. Results indicated that athletes who were high
in task orientation tended to believe that sport should enhance cooperative skills and the
desire for personal mastery. Task orientation was negatively related to the view that sport
should improve social status. In contrast, ego orientation was positively linked to the belief
that sport should increases career mobility, enhance one' s popularity, and build a competitive
spirit. Ego orientation was negatively related to the viewpoint that sport should foster good
citizenship.
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A task orientation is associated with the belief that success is a function of effort and
mastery. Mastery-oriented individuals feel most successful when they experience personal
improvement that they believe is due to their hard work and effort. They gain a sense of
accomplishment through learning and mastering a difficult task. Task-oriented individuals,
regardless of their perception of personal ability, tend to exhibit adaptive motivational
patterns. This means that they choose to participate in challenging tasks that allow them to
demonstrate persistence and sustained effort. A mastery goal orientation is associated with
positive perceptions and behaviors. Mastery-oriented persons focus on developing skill,
exerting effort, and self-improvement (Carpenter & Yates, 1997; Fry & Duda, 1997)
An ego or competitive goal orientation is associated with the belief that success is a
function of how well a person performs relative to other people. Ability is independent of
effort. If a person performs well against others, yet does not expend much effort, this is
evidence of great ability. Thus, for the ego-oriented athlete, success is outperforming an
opponent using superior ability as opposed to high effort or personal improvement. An egooriented individual who has high perception of ability should exhibit adaptive motivational
patterns (engage willingly in tasks). However, an ego-oriented individual who has low
perception of ability should exhibit a maladaptive motivation pattern. Because his
motivation is to win and he does not believe he can win, he will not likely take part in a
challenging activity. The obvious disadvantage of an ego orientation is that is discourages
participation simply for the fun of it unless one is certain of experiencing success. In
summary, ego-oriented athletes focus on beating others with minimal effort in order to
enhance their social status (Carpenter & Yates, 1997; Fry & Duda, 1997).
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Research done by Walling, Duda, and Chi (1993) took the achievement goal theory
one step further and investigated the relationship between the motivational climate and the
adolescent athlete's cognitive and affective responses in sport. The results were consistent
with achievement goal theory, that perceptions of a mastery-oriented climate were positively
related to satisfaction with being a member on the team and negatively associated with
performance worry. In contrast, perceptions of a performance-oriented climate were
positively associated with concern about failing and the adequacy of one' s performance, and
negatively related with team satisfaction (Treasure & Roberts, 1998).
Although researchers have attested to the benefits to achievement from possessing a
mastery goal orientation, little is known concerning the value to motivation when both
mastery and ego goals are adopted concurrently. Research suggests that individuals can be
high in both task and ego orientations, low in both goal orientations, or high in one
orientation and low in the other, otherwise referred to as goal profile (e.g ., Fox, Goudas,
Biddle, Duda, & Armstrong, 1994). Therefore, to adequately understand how achievement
goals influence motivation, sport researchers need to examine how a multiple goal
orientation may influence the interpretation and reaction to achievement feedback.
Achievement goal theory forwards no predictions of achievement-related behaviors
when individuals are high in both orientations, low in both orientations, or when they have a
mixed profile of both goal orientations (e.g., high in one, low in the other). Given that task
and ego goal orientations have different cognitive and motivational implications (e.g., Duda
et al., 1992), their combined impact (i.e., goal profile) might be different than the

independent effect of being classified as task or ego dominant (Roberts, Treasure &
Kavussanu, 1996). That is, a goal profile considers the two goal orientations (task and ego)
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in combination to generate groups of individuals with similar response ratings on each scale
(i.e., high/low, on one or the other or both) (Hodge & Petlichkoff, 2000).
To date, there have been only a few investigations that have examined the impact
upon achievement when both goal orientations were adopted simultaneously. The findings
from these studies have shown the benefits of a multiple goal orientation. For example,
Horn, Duda, and Miller (1993) found that young basketball players who internalized both a
mastery and ego goal orientation had higher levels of competence and enjoyment toward the
task that those performers who adopted only a mastery orientation for a ego orientation.
Further, Fox, Goudas, Biddle, Duda, and Armstrong {1994) also found that young performers
from a variety of different sports who adopted multiple goals and higher perceived sport
competence and sport enjoyment than those who only adopted one goal orientation.
Though it appears that possessing multiple goal orientations may benefit individuals
more than a single goal orientation, the methodology of these aforementioned studies has
been correlational in nature. That is, researchers have assessed a performer' s goal orientation
using a self-report questionnaire {TEOSQ - Task and Ego Orientation in Sport
Questionnaire; Duda & Nicholls, 1992) and then concurrent achievement patterns were
assessed (Steinberg, Singer & Murphey, 2000).

Motivation Levels in Sport
Past research (Vallerand & Pelletier, 1985; Black and Weiss, 1992) conducted in the
sport setting to investigate coaching behavior as a factor affecting athletes' intrinsic
motivation has mainly focused on high school and youth athletics. Though this present study
focuses on collegiate athletes, studies with athletes from younger age groups have provided
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some support for the importance of coaching behavior on the behavioral influence of athlete
motivation patterns. For example, Vallerand and Pelletier (1985) conducted studies with
teenage swimmers that examined the relationship between coaches' tendencies to be either
controlling or autonomy-orientated and their athletes' level of perceived competence and
intrinsic motivation. Results of these studies provided evidence that athletes who perceived
their coaches to exhibit a more autonomous interpersonal style scored higher on measures of
perceived competence and intrinsic motivation than did athletes who perceived their coaches
to be more controlling.
Black and Weiss (1992) also investigated the relationship between behaviors of
coaches and their young athletes' (ages 10-18 years) perceptions of sport competence and
intrinsic motivation. Results of this study revealed that the type of feedback athletes
perceived their coaches to give during practice and competitive situations had a significant
impact on the athletes' perceptions of ability and intrinsic motivation. The results, in
general, suggested that athletes who perceived their coaches to exhibit high frequencies of
information following desirable performances and high frequencies of encouragement and
information following undesirable performances scored higher on measure of perceived
competence, perceived successes, and intrinsic motivation than did athletes whose coaches
exhibited lower levels of these positive and informational based feedback responses.
In examining college athletes, Ryan (1977) examined the effects of athletic
scholarships on intrinsic motivation levels in collegiate athletes. In this study, Ryan (1977)
measured the degree of intrinsic motivation in both scholarship and non-scholarship male
athletes. He hypothesized those individuals on scholarship would score lower on intrinsic
motivation than would non-scholarship athletes. The rationale was that the athletes were
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essentially being paid (i.e., getting a scholarship) for doing an activity that was initially
pleasing to them. Results supported Ryan's hypothesis, with scholarship athletes showing a
lower degree of intrinsic motivation than non-scholarship athletes. Ryan went on to explain
his findings in stating that,
It might not be the scholarships themselves that cause a decrease
in intrinsic motivation, but rather how the coaches use the
scholarships to control the athletes. In other words, the coaches'
behavior toward their athletes may be another key determinant of
intrinsic motivation (p. 65).
Amorose and Hom (2000) examined the relationships among athletes' intrinsic
motivation, gender, scholarship status, perceptions of the number of their teammates
receiving scholarships, and perceptions of their coaches' behavior. The study's participant
sample (N=386) was comprised of male (n=l99) and female (n= l87) athletes from selected
Division I colleges and universities around the United States. Athletes' median age was
19.45 years, and represented a variety of sports including, football, wrestling, swimming and
gymnastics. The subjects were asked to fill out various paper-and-pencil questionnaires,
such as; 1) the Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS) the Perceived Version, which assess the
athletes' perceptions of their coaches' behaviors and places these behaviors into five subscales; 2) the Coaching Feedback Questionnaire (CFQ), which assess athletes' perceptions
regarding the type of feedback their coaches give to them in response to performance
successes and failures; and 3) the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI), which assess the four
components of intrinsic motivation, including interest-enjoyment, perceived competence,
effort-importance, and tension-pressure. The results supported the hypothesis, showing that
athletes who perceived their coaches to exhibit a more democratic coaching style and to
respond to players' performances with high levels or praise, encouragement, and
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informational based feedback would exhibit higher motivation than would athletes who
perceived their coaches to be more authoritarian in their leadership style and to provide lower
levels of praise, encouragement, and informational feedback.

Leadership Theories
The coach is the authority figure for an athletic team and thus serves as the appointed
leader (Harris, 1996). Despite beliefs that a coach is responsible for the play of the team,
there is very little specific information available about coaching styles and behaviors (Young,
1986). Many models of leadership have been proposed and tested in previous research.

Path-goal Theory
The path-goal theory of leadership suggests that effective leader behavior will vary
according to the characteristics of the individual group members and the characteristics of the
task (Terry & Howe, 1984). This theory was the underlying theme in Chelladurai and
Saleh' s (1978) study of the relationships between preferred leadership, type of sport, and
gender. The first phase of the study consisted of Chelladurai and Saleh identifying five
dimensions of leadership behavior; (a) training behavior; (b) autocratic behavior; (c)
democratic behavior; (d) positive reinforcement; and (e) social support. In the second phase,
160 physical education students were asked to choose one sport for participation. The given
list of sports contained two variables; (a) closed task (i.e., swimming) and open task (i.e.,
volleyball) and (b) independent activity (i.e., individual sports) and interdependent activity
(i.e., team sports).
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Chelladurai and Saleh (1978) found that the athletes of interdependent sports
preferred greater training behavior, such as a performance orientated environment. Subjects
of closed sports also reported a preference of training behavior exhibited by the coaches.
This aspect did not support Chelladurai and Saleh' s hypothesis that subjects of the closed
sports would prefer a different coaching style due to the nature of the activity. Therefore,
Chelladurai and Saleh' s (1978) study showed partial support for the path-goal theory.

Multidimensional Model of Leadership
Chelladurai' s {1980) multidimensional theory was developed specifically to be used
in sport. This theory provides a framework that concentrates on the antecedents and
consequences of the leadership practices of coaches and have important implications for
athlete motivation. As pointed out by Duda and Balaguer (1999), this model provides an
insight "into why and how divergent leader behaviors have differential effects in terms of
athletes' perceptions, emotional responses to sport, and behavior in the athletic domain" (p.
217).
The Multidimensional Model of Leadership focuses on three different aspects of
behavior; actual leader behavior, preferred leader behavior by athletes, and perceived leader
behavior. Actual leader behaviors are those behaviors displayed by the coach in an athletic
relationship. Preferred leader behaviors are the behaviors that are desired by the athletes.
Perceived leader behaviors are behaviors of the coach seen by the subordinates or athletes.
According to Chelladurai, this model's theory states that an athletes' satisfaction is explained
by; situational characteristics (i.e., size and structure of organization), leader characteristics
(i.e., coaches personality), and group member characteristics. Chelladurai explains that when
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a relationship exists between actual and preferred leader behavior then athletic satisfaction
will be high.
Balaguer and associates (Balaguer, Crespo, & Duda, 1996; 1999) have conducted two
studies of the associations among goal perspectives, leadership style, subjective performance,
satisfaction, and coach ratings in sport. One main purpose was to examine goal orientations
and perceptions of the climate in relation to (a) athletes' perceptions of their coaches'
leadership style and (b) athletes' preferences for leadership behaviors as exhibited by their
coach.
The participants in these studies included intermediate- to advanced level Spanish
tennis players (Balaguer et al., 1996; 1999) and elite Spanish female handball players
(Balaguer et al., 1997; 1998). The handball and tennis players' perceptions of a taskinvolving environment positively corresponded to the view that the coach provided high
levels of training and instruction and social support. Athletes within a task-involving climate
also exhibited a stronger preference for their coaches to engage in such behaviors. On the
contrary, a perceived ego-involving atmosphere was negatively correlated with the handball
and tennis players' view that their coach was concerned with their overall welfare and that
their coach engaged in more teaching and instruction. The athletes with a stronger task
orientation indicated a greater preference for rigorous training and instructional behaviors
from their coach.
Perceptions of a task-involving climate positively corresponded to perceived
improvement in the tactical, technical, psychological, and competitive facets of tennis and
handball performance. For the handball players, this pattern also held for views about
progress in their team' s performance. If the handball players viewed the atmosphere
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manifested by the coach as more task involving, they also perceived greater individual and
team improvement in the physical aspects of the sport. Overall, the athletes revealed greater
satisfaction with their competitive results, level of play, and coach when the motivational
climate was deemed more task involving. Less satisfaction was reported when the
motivational environment was seen as more prominent in its ego-involving characteristics.
To date, most research done on coaches has focused on the personality of the coach,
or autocratic versus democratic. A promising approach has been developed to analyze the
varying behaviors of the coach which are appropriate to the different athletic situations
(Chelladurai & Carron, 1978). Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) went on to develop the
Leadership Scale for Sport (LSS) to test the Multidimensional Model of Leadership and to
assess the five dimensions of leader behavior; autocratic behavior, democratic behavior,
social support, training and instruction, and positive feedback behavior.
A revised version of the LSS was distributed to 102, male and female, physical
education students, and 223 varsity male athletes from various Canadian universities
(Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980). The physical education students were asked to indicate a
preferred leader behavior for their favorite sport. The athletes responded by indicating their
perceptions of the actual coaching behavior of the current coaches. The results of the study
indicated a high internal consistency and reliability.
Scholten (1978) tested the discrepancy of the LSS between athletes' perception of the
coaches' behavior and the athletes' preferences. Using female inter-collegiate basketball
teams, Scholten found perception/preference discrepancy on all five LSS dimensions to be
related to athlete satisfaction with the coach' s leadership. She found the highest correlation
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for training and instruction discrepancy, followed respectively by the social support, reward,
autocratic, and democratic discrepancies.
In contrast to favorable evaluations, the sub-scale structure of the LSS was not

supported in two studies. Summers (1983) used three dimensions of the LSS; training and
instruction, social support and positive feedback, in his study of the influence of perceived
ability and perceived team cohesion on coach-player interactions. A lack of support in his
hypothesis impelled Summers to evaluate the LSS sub-scales. He factor analyzed the 26
items from the three sub-scales and derived five factors. Since there were several
overlapping items, he concluded that the coaching behaviors might be highly related to one
another. Also, when Gordon (1986) conducted a factor analysis of his data, there was no
support for the sub-scale structure of the LSS (Chelladurai, 1990).
General support for Chelladurai' s multidimensional model has been forthcoming on
several areas. This notion that among the three types of leader behavior leads to improved
athlete performance and satisfaction is well established (Reimer &

Chelladura~

1995;

Vealey, Armstrong, Conar & Greenleaf, 1998). Athletes do better and are more satisfied
when actual and prescribed coaching behavior of coaches agree with the athletes' own
preferred coaching behaviors. Another well established notion derived from this model is
that coaching behaviors either lead to satisfaction or dissatisfaction (Vealy et al., 1998).
Compared to parents' preferences for their children, boys and girls prefer higher levels of
decision making, a democratic style of coaching, and a warm and positive atmosphere from
the coach (Martin et al., 1999).
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Leadership Behaviors
A study by Chelladurai (1984) used the LSS to show that Training and Instruction
and Positive Feedback were the most common dimensions of leader behavior affecting
athletes' satisfaction. Chelladurai used the LSS, preferred and perceived versions, when
surveying 87 basketball players, 53 wrestlers, and 57 track and field athletes. Satisfaction
was measured within Individual Performance, Team Performance, Leadership, and Overall
Involvement by single questions. Each question was constructed in the form of a 7-choice
method ranging from~ 1) Very dissatisfied to 7) Very satisfied. It was found that discrepancy
between perceived leader behavior and athletes' preferences for such behaviors was strongly
associated with Satisfaction with Leadership. While the specific relationship discrepancies in
the five dimensions of leader behavior and satisfaction varied among the various sports, the
effects of discrepancy of Training and Instruction were similar in all three groups. The
athletes' Satisfaction with Leadership increased as the coaches' perceived emphasis on
Training and Instruction increased.
Scholten (1978) did further research on athletes' satisfaction and leadership. Her
results were similar with Chelladurai's (1984), in that training and instruction have the
highest association with satisfaction. In addition, Chelladurai and Carron (1983) found that
training and instruction behavior was perceived as important by athletes at the university
level. Their finding is consistent with Chelladurai's (1978) finding that more experienced
athletes prefer more training and instruction than do less experienced athletes (Home and
Carron, 1985).
Riemer and Chelladurai (1995) engaged in a study that viewed Leadership and
Satisfaction in Athletes. Riemer and Chelladurai first defined the various task types in the
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athletic setting. Task variability, in general, refers to the level of environmental variety.
Chelladurai and Saleh (1978) describe low variability tasks are those requiring skills to be
executed in "an environment where the stimuli are relatively stable, static, and unchanging"
(p.86); that is, a more closed form of behavior, such as track and field. Conversely, high
variability tasks are those that require a performer' s skills to adjust spatially and/or
temporarily to "objects that move in space" (p. 86); that is, a more open environment, such as
basketball or volleyball. Chelladurai (1978) proposed that (a) athletes in interdependent and
open sports would prefer more training and instruction; (b) athletes in independent sports
would prefer more democratic behavior than those in interdependent sports; (c) athletes in
interdependent sports would prefer more autocratic behavior than those in independent
sports; (d) athletes in independent sports would prefer more social support from the coach
than those in interdependent sports; and ( e) athletes in interdependent and open sports would
prefer more positive feedback than those in independent and closed sports. In this study,
Riemer and Chelladurai used football players as their subject and issued the Leadership Sport
Scale to 199 players. The results revealed those athletes whose task is more open (defensive
players) preferred greater amounts of democratic behavior and social support than athletes in
closed (offensive players) positions.

Female Athlete Traits
According to the Multidimensional Model of Leadership (1980), an athletes'
satisfaction is highest when a relationship exists between actual and preferred leader
behavior. Previous research has shown that female athletes' leader preferences differ from
men athletes' leader preferences.
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Chelladurai and Arnott (1985) surveyed 144 (females =

77~

males = 67) varsity

basketball players on their preference of coaching styles. The study broke down coaching
styles into four categories~ autocratic (coach makes the decision), consultive (coach shares
the problem with one or two players), participative (coach and team members jointly make
decision), and delegative (coach delegates decision to one or more players). The subjects
were given sixteen different hypothetical situations and decided what decision style they
would prefer their coach to use. The results showed that in nine of 16 cases, decision style
preferences was associated with gender. The general trend was for females to be more
oriented toward participatory decision making, which means they prefer their coach to act as
a team member when making decisions. These results differed from male preferences, who
preferred a more autocratic decision making style.
Terry and Howe (1984) also illustrated these results in a study. The focus of this
study was to extend the investigation of Chelladurai and Saleh (1978), in determining the
coaching preferences of athletes. This specific study included one more variable, the
athletes' age. Terry and Howe used the Leadership for Sports Scale (LSS), and distributed it
to 80 male and female athletes. The results were then divided according to the subjects' age,
gender, and sport. The final results showed that female athletes prefer training and
instruction (4 .17) to any other style, with positive feedback (4 .15) coming next preferred.
Autocratic behavior was listed last for this particular age group, with a mean score of2.09.
These results show that, in general, female athletes prefer a training and instruction athletic
environment to an autocratic leadership behavior. This present study will be more concerned
with the female athletes' perceived view of their coaches' leadership behavior, rather than
what they prefer.

33

Rationale
To date, no research has examined the influence of perceived coaching behavior and
goal orientation on levels of motivation in female, collegiate athletes. By investigating both
goal orientation (task and ego) and perceptions of leaders' style, the interactive effects of
person and environment influence on motivation can become evident.
In summary, the results of the studies conducted by Vallerand and Pelletier (1985)
and Black and Weiss ( 1992) provide at least initial evidence that selected aspects of coaching
behavior do have an effect on the levels of motivation of athletes. Research completed by
Vallerand and Pelletier (1985) and Black and Weiss (1992) provide very pertinent
information to this present study. This study will extend previous research of youth athletes
to collegiate-aged athletes to view if the previous results will generalize to female collegiate
athletes.
Finally, this study will also further examine investigations by Fox et al. (1994) and
Treasure & Roberts (1998), whose results suggest that an athlete's goal profile may influence
motivation. Therefore, the present study will examine multiple goal orientations (e.g., goal
profile) and the effect on one's level of motivation.
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CHAPTER ill

METHOD

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between female athletes'
perception of their head coaches' leadership style, athletes' goal orientation, and the impact
on athletes' level of motivation.

Subjects
The participants in this study were female collegiate athletes from Eastern Illinois
University and Valparaiso University. Student-athletes representing six sports participated in
the study. The sports included: basketball (n= l l), volleyball (n= l l), soccer (n= 13), tennis
(n= lO), softball (n=32), and rugby (n=l4). All participants were classified as freshmen,
sophomores, juniors, or seniors with ages ranging between 18-22 years.

Instrumentation

Demographic Data Sheet
Demographic information was requested from all participants (Appendix B). The
purpose of the demographic data sheet was to collect information regarding age, year, sport,
position, playing status, number of years on the team, and amount of playing time per game.
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Motivation Level
The Sport Motivation Scale (SMS-28) was designed to assess the seven sub-scales of
intrinsic motivation (to participate voluntarily, for fun and pleasure) and extrinsic motivation
(participating to gain social status or material reward) (Appendix C). Each item of the
SMS-28 has seven alternate answers scored on a 7-point Likert scale, with 1 =Does Not
Correspond to 7,;., Corresponds Exactly. The test - retest reliability ranges between .58 to
.84, with a mean test- retest correlation of. 70 (Pelletier et al., 1995). These results show
very similar to those reported of the original French version of the SMS-28, and therefore,
show support for the stability of the English version of the Sport Motivation Scale.

Leadership Behavior
Chelladurai and Saleh (1980) developed the Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS) for the
main purpose of assessing leadership behaviors of coaches (Appendix D). The 54-item scale
measures the five dimensions of coaching behavior. Each item of the LSS has five possible
answers that are scored on a 5-point Likert scale. The items are scored ranging from
1 (Never) to 5 (Always).
Chelladurai and Saleh ( 1980) developed three different versions of the LSS: ( 1) the
athlete' s perception of the coach' s behavior, (2) the coach' s perception of his or her behavior,
and (3) the athlete's preference for a particular style of behavior. The version of the LSS that
was used in this study was the athlete' s perception of their coach's behavior. All items began
with the phrase, "My Coach ... ". Athletes followed the phrase with indicating their
perception of their coach' s leader behavior. For the perceived version, Chelladurai and Saleh
(1980) reported internal consistency as follows: Training and Instruction (10 items); .93,
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Democratic Behavior (12 items); .87, Autocratic Behavior (8 items); .79, Social Support (8
items); .86, and Positive Feedback (12 items); .92 (Terry & Howe, 1984).

Goal Orientation
The Task and Ego Orientation in Sport Questionnaire (TEOSQ) was developed by
Duda and Nicholls (1989) to assess task and ego orientation in an athletic context (Appendix
E). Nicholls and his colleagues (1989) then modified the questionnaire for a sport-specific
environment. The questions directed the subjects to think of when they felt most successful
in their specific sport, by completing the statement, "I feel most successful in sport when ... "
and to respond to thirteen items reflecting task oriented and ego oriented criteria.
The thirteen item questionnaire measures the two dimensions of goal orientation,
which are: (1) Task Orientation: Behavior that is demonstrated by achieving personal
mastery, and learning new skills. The demonstration of ability is based on maximum effort.
(2) Ego Orientation: Behavior that is focused on demonstrating ability by being successful
with minimum effort and outperforming others.
Each item of the TEOSQ has five possible answers that are scored on a 5-point Likert
scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 =strongly agree). Task and ego goal orientations were
computed be averaging the scores of the respective items in each of the two subscales.
Duda and Nicholls (1989) reported alpha internal consistency coefficients of .82
(Task orientation) and .89 (Ego orientation), respectively. Principle component factor
analysis (n=321), indicated that task and ego orientations emerged as stable factors,
supporting the construct validity of the TEOSQ.
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Procedures
The data was collected by meeting with each individual team. Prior to surveying the
athletes, permission was granted from each teams' head coach, by either a phone call or
personal meeting. After permission was granted, personal meetings with the head coaches
were established in order to obtain a team meeting time and date for the testing to occur.
During the meetings of each team, a brief explanation of the present study was provided.
The survey packet administration was preceded by having all subjects sign an informed
consent form (Appendix A), and a brief explanation of the project by the principal
investigator. At this time, if the coach was present, they were asked to leave the room to
avoid any biased answers from the athletes. The participants were then given a pencil and
packet containing the surveys~ Demographic Data sheet, Sport Motivation Scale (SMS-28),
the Leadership Scale for Sports (LSS), and the Task and Ego Orientation Sport Questionnaire
(TEOSQ). Survey order within packets was counter-balanced to prevent any possible
response sets.

Data Analysis
In order to test the first hypothesis that athletes who perceive their coaches to exhibit

more democratic behavior, praise and encouragement, and training and instruction behaviors
would have higher intrinsic motivation levels, a hierarchical multiple regression analysis was
performed. Using this regression model, the simultaneous predictor variables were athletes'
scores on the five LSS subscales, while the criterion variables were the scores on the
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SMS-28. Therefore, separate multiple regressions were calculated on each of the seven
subscales on the SMS-28 to determine which perceived coaching behaviors are most
predictive of athletes' intrinsic and extrinsic behaviors.
In order to test the second hypothesis that athletes with a positive goal orientation
profile (high task, high ego) have significantly different motivation levels that other goal
profiles, a one-way MANOVA was performed using goal profile (high or low task; high or
low ego) as the independent variable and scores on the seven SMS-28 subscales as dependent
variables. In order to create goal profiles, median cutoff scores were calculated and used to
categorize athletes into both low or high ego orientation and low or high task orientation.
Median cutoff scores were used in this study in order to utilize all 91 of the subjects in the
analyses. Follow-up ANOVAS were also conducted in the presence of a significant overall
MANOV A An A Priori level of n < .05 was used to determine the significance of all
statistical analyses.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between perceived
coaching behaviors, goal orientation and motivation among female collegiate studentathletes. There were two major research questions being examined. The first research
question examined whether various forms of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation could be
predicted by athletes' perceptions of coach behaviors. The second research question
examined whether athletes with a positive goal orientation profile (high task/high ego) would
have significantly different motivational levels as measured by the SMS-28, compared to
those athletes with other motivational profiles.

Subject Characteristics
Ninety-one female (N=91), college student-athletes participated in this study. The
participants in this study represented six sports, including; volleyball (n= l 1), basketball
(n= l 1), soccer (n= 13), rugby (n=l4), softball (n=32), and tennis (n= lO). All subjects were
from Eastern Illinois University (n=66) or Valparaiso University (n=25).
The ninety-one female athletes ranged in age from 18 to 22 years old, with a mean
age of 19.51(SD±1.05). The number of academic years the players attended college was
classified by freshman, sophomore, junior and senior. The study contained thirty-three
(36%) freshman, nineteen (21 % ) sophomores, twenty-two (24%) juniors, and seventeen
( 19%) seniors.
A majority of the participants, n = 61 (67%), classified themselves as starters, while
n=30 (33%) stated that they regularly did not start. Athletes were also asked the amount of
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playing time they received per game. Though playing time was not an original part of the
hypothesis, it was examined as being a factor that could affect motivation. Playing time was
broken down into four categories as follows; (1) 0-25%, (2) 26-50%, (3) 51-75%, and (4) 76100%. Survey results indicated that n = 17 (190/o) felt they played 0-25%, n = 8 (90/o) played
36-50%, n = 15 (16%) played 51-75%, and n = 51 (56%) played 76-100%.
Means and standard deviations were calculated for study variables to examine
differences across independent variables, which are indicated in Table 1.

Descriptive Results
Though not a part of the original hypothesis, means and standard deviations for study
variables were also calculated for starting and non-starting athletes as shown in Table 2. As
seen by inspection of Table 2, starting athletes were slightly older (M = 19.67) than nonstarting athletes (M = 19.17). This age difference appears logical because those athletes who
are older and hold more experience usually maintain more playing time than the younger
athletes. The results portrayed in the tables suggest that as an athlete increases in age and
experience, they become more intrinsically motivated. This notion is supported in due to that
the starting group scored higher (4.94, 5.18, and 5.24, respectively) on all three forms of
intrinsic motivation (i.e., To Know, To Accomplish, and To Experience Stimulation) than the
non-starting group (4.64, 4.72, and 5.06, respectively).
Also worth noting is the difference in mean scores for ego orientation between the
starting and non-starting groups (2.63; 2.46). These statistics suggest that there is a
relationship between starting status and ego orientation. More specifically, the more playing
time an athlete receives, their ego orientation is increased (i.e., increasing competitiveness
with others).

-

-
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Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations for Study Variables ill = 91)
Variable

Mean

SD

Age

19.51

1.05

Ego Orientation

2.57

0.94

Task Orientation

4.14

0.64

IM To Know

4.84

1.17

IM To Accomplish

5.03

0.96

IM To Experience Stimulation

5.18

0.83

EM Identified Regulation

4.67

1.04

EM Introjected Regulation

4.21

1.03

EM External Regulation

4.27

1.09

Amotivation

2.48

1.34

Democratic Behavior

2.95

0.72

Performance Feedback Behavior

3.54

0.67

Training and Instruction Behavior

3.54

0.78

Social Support Behavior

3.34

0.74

Autocratic Behavior

2.98

0.54
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Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations of Starting (n = 61) and Non-Starting Athletes (n = 30)
Starters

Non-Starters

Variable

Mean

Mean

Age

19.67 (1.03)

19.17 (1.02)

Ego Orientation

2.63 (0.95)

2.46 (0.93)

Task Orientation

4.14 (0.67)

4.14 (0.59)

IM To Know

4.94 (1.14)

4.64 (1.22)

IM To Accomplish

5.18 (0.86)

4.72 (1.08)

IM To Experience Stimulation

5.24 (0.83)

5.06 (0.84)

EM Identified Regulation

4.82 (0.93)

4.36 (1.17)

EM Introjected Regulation

4.28 (0.96)

4.08 (1.18)

EM External Regulation

4.32 (1.03)

4.16 (1.21)

Amotivation

2.43 (1.38)

2.58 (1.26)

Democratic Behavior

2.99 (0.68)

2.86 (0.79)

Performance Feedback Behavior

3.63 (0.69)

3.35 (0.61)

Training and Instruction Behavior

3.65 (0.72)

3.34 (0.87)

Social Support Behavior

3.44 (0.72)

3.15 (0.76)

Autocratic Behavior

2.95 (0.58)

3.04 (0.44)

* Standard Deviations are in parentheses

.., -
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The Effects of Perceived Leadership on Levels of Motivation
A primary research question was to determine whether there was a relationship
between an athlete's perception of coach behavior and their level of motivation, as assessed
by the SMS-28. It was hypothesized that athletes who perceived their coaches to exhibit
more democratic behavior, praise and encouragement, and training and instruction behaviors
would demonstrate higher levels of all three forms of intrinsic motivation. In order to test
this hypothesis, several multiple regression analyses were performed across each category of
motivation to determine which perceived coaches' behaviors were most predictive of the
different types of motivation. Each of the separate dimensions of motivation (SMS-28) were
treated as a separate criterion variable to determine which coach behaviors were predictive of
each isolated dimension of motivation. Therefore, seven separate regressions were
performed on each of the SMS-28 subscales to determine which perceived coaching
behaviors are predictive of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation.
Results for the relationship between perceived coach behaviors and sport motivation
were examined using both bivariate correlations and multiple regression procedures. The
bivariate correlations revealed there were two predictor variables that were significantly
related to IM To Know: democratic behavior (r = .26) and performance feedback (r = .25).
Both of these correlations were significant (p = .05) and in the predicted direction.
For IM To Accomplish, bivariate correlations revealed there were three predictor
variables that were significantly related to IM To Accomplish: democratic behavior (r = .23),
performance feedback (r = .27), and training and instruction (r = .23). All correlations were
significant (p = .05) and in the predicted direction. Finally, for IM To Experience
Stimulation, none of the bivariate correlations were significantly related to this aspect of
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intrinsic motivation. It should also be noted that in examining bivariate correlations for the
forms of motivation, democratic behavior was significantly related to EM Introjected
Regulation (r = .32, Q =.002) and autocratic behavior was significantly related to amotivation

(r = .26, p = .01).

Intrinsic Motivation To Know
Using multiple regression, IM To Know scores were regressed on the linear
combination of democratic behavior, performance feedback, training and instruction, social
support behavior, autocratic behavior, and playing time. The equation containing these six
variables accounted for 100/o of the variance in IM To Know, E (6, 90) = 1.63, p = .15,
adjusted R 2 = .04. Table 3 shows the beta weights and t values for predictor variables in this
equation, to assess the relative importance of these variables in prediction of intrinsic
motivation components. For IM To Know, only democratic behavior was found significant
in contributing to the prediction of IM To Know(! (90) = 1.69, p = .09).

Intrinsic Motivation To Accomplish
Using multiple regression, IM To Accomplish scores were regressed on the linear
combination of predictor variables. The equation containing these six variables accounted
for 19% of the variable in IM To Accomplish, E (6, 90) = 3.30, p = .006, adjusted R 2 = .13.
Table 3 shows the beta weight and t values for predictors in the equation to assess to relative
importance of these variables in prediction of this form of intrinsic motivation. For IM To
Accomplish, democratic behavior(! (90) = 2.19, p < .05), performance feedback
(t (90) = 1.99, p < .05), social support behavior(! (90) = -2.26, p < .05), and playing time
(t (90) = 1.97, p < .05) were all significant in predicting IM To Accomplish.

45

Table 3
Beta Weights and t-Values for Individual Predictors in Multiple Regression Analyses
Predicting Intrinsic Motivation
Beta Weightsa
Beta

tb

p

IM To Know
1. Democratic Behavior

.20

1.69

.09

2. Performance Feedback

.17

1.40

.16

3. Training and Instruction

.05

.41

.69

4. Social Support Behavior .009

-.08

.94

5. Autocratic Behavior

.05

-.43

.67

-.05

-.43

.67

1. Democratic Behavior

.24

2.19

.03*

2. Performance Feedback

.23

1.99

.05*

3. Training and Instruction

.13

1.08

.28

4. Social Support Behavior -.26

-2.26

.02*

6. Playing Time

IM To Accomplish

5. Autocratic Behavior

.04

.37

.71

6. Playing Time

.20

1.97

.05*
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Table 3 Cont.
Beta Weights•
Beta

tb

p

IM To Experience Stimulation
1. Democratic Behavior

.09

.74

.46

2. Performance Feedback

.06

.48

.63

3. Training and Instruction

.06

.44

.66

4. Social Support Behavior

.007

.06

.95

5. Autocratic Behavior

-.07

-.61

.54

6. Playing Time

.06

.59

.56

a - Beta weights are standardized multiple regression coefficients obtained when
IM dimensions were regressed on all six predictors.
b - Fort tests that tested the significance of the beta weights df= 90.
*Alpha level is significant at the Q < .05 level.
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Intrinsic Motivation To Experience Stimulation
Results from this regression indicated that the six predictor variables accounted for
only 4% of the variance in IM To Experience Stimulation, resulting in an overall model that
was non-significant in the prediction of IM To Experience Stimulation, E (6, 90) = .51, Q =
.80, adjusted R2 = .02. Table 3 shows the beta weights and t values for these predictors in the
equation to assess their relative importance in predicting IM To Experience Stimulation.
None of the predictors were significant at the Q < .05 level.

Extrinsic Motivation - Identified Regulation
Using multiple regression EM Identified Regulation scores were regressed on the
linear combination of predictor variables. The equation containing these six variables
accounted for 8% of the variance in EM Identified Regulation E (6, 90) = 1.25, Q = .29,
adjusted R 2 = .02. Table 4 shows the beta weights and t values for predictor variables in this
equation, to assess the relative importance of these variables in prediction of extrinsic
motivation components. For EM Identified Regulation, only playing time approached
significance in contributing to the prediction of this form of extrinsic motivation

(! (90) = 1. 79, Q = .08). Overall, however, none of the predictor variables reached statistical
significance in predicting EM Identified Regulation.

Extrinsic Motivation - Introjected Regulation
For the full model on Introjected Regulation, the equation containing the six variables
accounted for 13% of the variance in EM- Introjected Regulation, (E (6, 90) = 2.01, Q = .07,
adjusted R 2 = .06). Table 4 indicates the beta weight and t values to assess the relative
.J

importance of predictor variables in predicting this form of extrinsic motivation. For EM
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Table 4
Beta Weights and t - Values for Individual Predictors in Multiple Regression
Analyses Predicting Extrinsic Motivation
Beta Weights8
Beta

tb

p

.002*

EM - Introjected Regulation
1. Democratic Behavior

.37

3.25

2. Performance Feedback

.02

.19

.85

3. Training and Instruction -.006

-.005

.96

4. Social Support Behavior -.12

-1 .02

.31

5. Autocratic Behavior

.08

.75

.46

6. Playing Time

.09

.87

.38

1. Democratic Behavior

.10

.83

.41

2. Performance Feedback

.03

.22

.85

3. Training and Instruction -.05

-.3 7

.71

4. Social Support Behavior

.14

1.13

.26

5. Autocratic Behavior

.001

.01

.08

6. Playing Time

.19

1.79

.08

EM - Identified Regulation
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Table 4 Cont.
Beta Weights•
Beta

f

p

EM - External Regulation
I. Democratic Behavior

.09

.74

.46

2. Performance Feedback

-.01

-.12

.91

3. Training and Instruction

.08

.59

.56

4. Social Support Behavior -.10

-.79

.43

5. Autocratic Behavior

-.03

-.27

.79

6. Playing Time

.05

.48

.64

I. Democratic Behavior

-.06

-.50

.62

2. Performance Feedback

-.06

-.53

.60

3. Training and Instruction -.23

-1.90

.06*

4. Social Support Behavior . 14

1.14

.26

5. Autocratic Behavior

.33

3.01

.003*

6. Playing Time

.02

.24

.81

Amotivation

a - Beta weights are standardized multiple regression coefficients obtained when
IM dimensions were regressed on all six predictors.
b - Fort tests that tested the significance of the beta weights df= 90

* Alpha level is significant at the Q < .05 level.
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Introjected Regulation, only democratic behavior was significant in predicting this form of
extrinsic motivation (t (90) = 3.25, p = .001).

Extrinsic Motivation - External Regulation
For the full model on EM - External Regulation, the equation containing the six
variables accounted for only 2% of the variance in EM - External Regulation, indicating that
none of the predictor variables in the model were significant in prediction of this form of
motivation (E (6, 90) = .24, Q = .96). Table 5 shows beta weights and t values for predictors
in this equation, and as can be seen from the table, none of the predictors was significant in
contributing to the prediction of EM - External Regulation.

Amotivation
Finally, amotivation scores were regressed on the linear combination of predictor
variables. The equation containing the six variables accounted for 13% of the variance in
amotivation, (E (6, 90) = 2.13, Q = .06, adjusted R 2 = .07). Table 5 indicates the beta weights
and t values for predictor variables in this equation to assess relative importance of these
variables in predicting amotivation. As can be seen from the table, only autocratic behavior

(t (90) = 3.01, Q = .004) significantly contributed to the prediction of amotivation.
Overall, the first hypothesis was partially supported in that IM To Know was
predicted by democratic behavior and IM To Accomplish was predicted by performance
feedback. In addition, while not part of the first hypothesis, regression results also support
the previous literature in that autocratic behavior was significant in predicting amotivation in
this female athlete sample. Therefore, it can be concluded that a democratic coaching
behavior increases athletes' willingness to perform an activity for the pleasure and
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satisfaction of learning or trying to understand something new (i.e., IM To Know). This
seems rational due to the greater opportunity athletes receive to make team decisions on what
aspects to practice, the more athletes will experience pleasure in learning new things. In fact,
this voice in the decision making process or autonomy, is a central tenet for indicating
athletes' self-determined behavior (Vallerand & Losier, 1999). Furthermore, it can also be
concluded that performance feedback behavior enhances athletes' eagerness to master certain
training techniques for personal satisfaction (i.e., IM To Accomplish). Thus, coaches that
respond to athletes' performances with praise and encouragement increase their athletes
willingness to master training techniques for their own personal satisfaction rather than an
external reward.
It is worth noting a statistical issue concerning the multiple regression test used in the
current study. Hatcher & Stepanski (1994) have indicated that multiple regression may be
unreliable if the sample does not include at least 100 observations or that provides 15-30
subjects per predictor variable. In the current study, the total sample included 91 females,
and with the six predictor variables included, this worked out to be 15 .2 subjects per variable.
Therefore, there may have been more accurate results for the test and hypothesis one with a
larger sample size.
In order to examine bivariate relationships between athletes' goal orientation,
motivation, and perceived coaching behaviors, Pearson-Product moment correlations were
calculated for these measures separately, for starters and non-starters and are presented in
Tables 5 and 6, respectively. Examination of variable intercorrelations across starters and
non-starters allowed for examination of the relationship between starting status and
motivation levels.
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As can be seen by examination of the correlations in Tables 5 and 6, the subscales
were much more significantly correlated for the non-starting group compared to the starting
group. Therefore, there were more relationships between the variables for the non-starters
than the starters. The results also illustrate a significantly higher correlation for the starting
group over the non-starters in the relationship between ego orientation and time (r = .36,
12 < .001). This indicates that with experience, these athletes appear to grow more egooriented. The results also report a rather significant contrast for the two groups regarding the
relationship among task and ego orientation. The non-starting group held a considerably
higher correlation with being relatively high in both task and ego orientation compared to the
starting group (r = .63, r = -.10). This supports the previous correlation, that the athletes
grew more ego-oriented over time to make their goal profile more unbalanced towards ego
orientation.
Three was a significant difference for the two groups in the relationship between EM
External Regulation with IM To Accomplish and IM To Experience Stimulation. In both of
these intercorrelations, the non-starters held higher correlation values than the starting group
(EM External Regulation and IM To Accomplish, r = .86, r = .32; EM External Regulation
and IM To Experience Stimulation, r = .61 , r = .38), respectively. These correlations suggest
that, for the non-starters, there was a relatively high relationship for these athletes to be
motivated by the satisfaction of pleasing and receiving praise from their parents and/or coach
(i.e., EM External Regulation and IM To Accomplish). Further, there was also a high
relationship for these athletes to be motivated by the enjoyment they acquire through
receiving praise from parents and an increasing social status. From these relationships, it can
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be proposed that those athletes who are not starters gain much motivation from receiving
praise from parents, coaches and peers in their sport.
Another contrast between the starters and non-starters was discovered in the
relationship between democratic behavior and social support behavior. The non-starting
group held a substantially larger intercorrelation with these two behaviors than did the
starting group (r = .62, r = .28, respectively). This intercorrelation suggests that when the
non-starters were given choices about team decisions, they perceived their coach to be
concerned their welfare and interests as a team member.
Finally, the intercorrelation tables show a similar relationship for the two groups in
amotivation and autocratic behavior. Both the starting and non-starting groups illustrated
comparable values in that autocratic behavior may contribute to athlete' s amotivation (.28,
.21 ). These significant correlations support the significant finding from the multiple
regression results which indicated that perceptions of coach autocratic behavior was
predictive of athlete amotivation.

The Effects of Goal Orientation on Levels of Motivation
The second research question examined if there was a relationship between athletes'
goal profiles and their level of motivation. It was hypothesized that athletes with a positive
goal profile (high task/high ego) would have significantly greater motivation levels compared
to other goal profiles. In order to test this hypothesis, a one-way MANOV A was conducted
with goal profile as the independent variable (high task/high ego~ high task/low ego; low
task/low ego~ low task/low ego) and SMS-28 scale scores as dependent variables. To test
goal profiles, median scores on the TEOSQ were used to categorize athletes as high or low in
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task and ego orientation (median task score = 4.14; median ego score = 2.5). The number of
subjects in each goal profile were as follows; high task/high ego, n = 26; high task/low ego,
n = 20; low task/low ego, n = 20.; and low task/high ego, n = 25.
The overall results of the one-way MANOVA revealed a non-significant overall
interaction (Wilie' s Lambda = .74, E (21 ,233) = 1.22, n = .23), indicating that athletes' goal
profile did not interact to affect all motivation categories, when considered simultaneously.
Since the overall MANOVA was non-significant, separate ANOVAs were performed on
each motivation scale of the SMS-28 to search for significant findings.

In the follow-up tests (ANOV A}, there was a significant univariate effect for IM To
Know CE (3,90) = 2.77, IL< .05). The follow-up Tukey Studentized Range Test indicated a
significant value CE (87) = 3.70, n < .05) and specifically indicated a difference between high
task/low ego (5.28 ± .92) and low task/low ego (4.33 ± 1.23) athletes. Specifically, high
task/low ego athletes were significantly higher on IM To Know than low task/low ego
athletes.
Further results of the follow-up ANOVA tests on the remaining variables were found
to be non-significant as follows; IM To Accomplish CE (3 , 90) = .59,

n= .62); IM To

Experience Stimulation CE (3 , 90) = .97, n = .41); EM Identified Regulation CE (3 , 90) = .19,

n = .91); EM Introjected Regulation CE (3, 90) =

.53, n = .66); EM External Regulation (E (3 ,

90) = 1.77, n = .16); and Amotivation (E (3, 90) = .75, n = .52).
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship among female collegiate
athlete's perception ofleader behavior, goal orientation and levels of motivation. A total of
91 female athletes from Eastern Illinois University and Valparaiso University took part in the
study. Mean scores from the Sport Motivation Scale (SMS-28), Leadership Scale for Sports
(LSS) and Task and Ego Orientation Sport Questionnaire (TEOSQ) were compared in order
to test two hypotheses.

Effects of Perceived Leadership on Levels of Motivation
It was hypothesized that athletes who perceive their coaches to exhibit more
democratic behavior, praise and encouragement, and training and instruction behaviors
would demonstrate higher levels of intrinsic motivation. To test the first hypothesis, multiple
regression analyses were conducted to determine whether perceived coaching behaviors were
predictive of the different types of motivation. Each motivation dimension, assessed by the
SMS-28, was treated separately with each of the five leader dimensions serving as predictor
variables. The first hypothesis was partially supported in that IM To Know was predicted by
democratic behavior and IM To Accomplish was predicted by performance feedback.
The results of the current study are consistent with findings from a study conducted
by Amorose and Hom (2000), who found a relationship between athletes' intrinsic
motivation, scholarship status, and their perceptions of their coaches' behavior. In general,
the results from the regression analyses for female athletes suggest that coaches who exhibit

--

-
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a leadership style characterized by low levels of autocratic behavior and who provide high
frequencies of positive, encouraging, and informationally based performance feedback and
low frequencies of ignoring players' successes and failures may create an environment that
facilitates the development of intrinsic motivation. Further, based on the cognitive
evaluation theory, coaches who provide high frequencies of positive, encouraging, and
informationally based feedback in response to players' performances should be successful in
facilitating athletes' intrinsic motivation. Amorose and Hom (2000) also found that females
prefer performance feedback, second to democratic behavior, in order to increase their
intrinsic motivation. Results of the present study support these findings, showing a
significant relationship between performance feedback, IM To Know CE (2,90) = 4.90,

R < .001) and IM To Accomplish (E (1 ,90) = 7.28, R < .001).
Results from this study partially concur with findings from Black and Weiss (1992)
who investigated the relationship between sport competence and intrinsic motivation. Black
and Weiss's (1992) results indicate that athletes who perceive their coaches to exhibit high
frequencies of encouraging information (i.e., performance feedback) scored higher on
measure of perceived success and intrinsic motivation that did athletes whose coaches
exhibited lower levels of positive praise and informational feedback. When comparing this
study to the present study, the age difference in subjects may have been a factor in why these
results were not more consistent. Black and Weiss (1992) examined athletes aged 10-18
years, while the present study was comprised of athletes aged 18-22 years. As athletes'
maturity increases, there is usually less preference for autocratic coaching and more desire
for democratic behavior. This was supported in a study by Hersey and Blanchard (1977) that
found that the level of maturity of the athletes directly influences the type of two way
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communication (i.e., coaching behavior) coaches should use when dealing with the athletes.
When the level of maturity is low (under 18 years), a high task-low relationship leadership
style is considered to be most effective (i.e., autocratic behavior). This form of coaching
behavior is more effective at this age level because younger, less athletically mature athletes

still need this greater sense of structure. At the less mature age (i.e ., 10-18 years), autocratic
coaching behavior is needed since skill learning and improvement is a priority. As the level
of maturity increases, it is assumed that the leadership style should then change to adopt a
high task-high relationship approach, allowing the athletes to participate in decision-making
(i.e ., democratic behavior). In addition, past research also indicates that female athletes
exhibit higher preferences than do their male peers for a democratic coaching style
(Chelladurai & Amott, 1985).
Hypothesis one was largely unsupported in that IM To Experience Stimulation (i.e .,
fun and excitement) was not predicted by democratic behavior, perfonnance feedback or
training and instruction. A feasible explanation of this non-significant result may stem from
Vallerand and Losier' s (1999) Integrated Model oflntrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation, as
shown in Figure 1 (p. 15). This model illustrates that there are two main components that are
integrated to lead to one' s intrinsic or extrinsic motivation. The first component is social
factors, which include; success/failure, competition/cooperation and coaches' behavior. The
present study only examined coaches' behavior as a social factor predicting one' s motivation
levels. At the time of the study, the team' s success/failure and the athletes' perception of
motivational climate (i.e., competition/cooperation) were not investigated. Integration of
perceived success may have served to provide more support for this hypothesis.
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Studying the Integrated Model, it can be concluded that the combination of these two
social factors, along with coaches' behavior, strongly determine athletes' motivation levels.
Therefore, the absence of these two factors (success/failure and competition/cooperation),
within the regression model may have greatly affected the amount of variance accounted for
in this form of intrinsic motivation, and thus, may have affected the relationship between
coaches' behavior and motivation, specifically in IM To Experience Stimulation. For
athletes who were high in both task and ego orientation, their intrinsic motivation may have
been different based on their perceptions of coaches' behaviors and their effectiveness based
on either individual or team outcomes (success/failure). It seems reasonable for one to
hypothesize that an athlete who is not experiencing a successful season will experience a
decline in intrinsic motivation. Furthermore, it may also be assumed that if an athlete's
perception of motivational cliinate does not concur with what is preferred, a decrease in
intrinsic motivation will result as well.
The second component of the integrated model is psychological mediators. These
mediators include; competence, autonomy and relatedness. Kowal & Fortier (2000) show
strong support for Vallerand and Losier' s model. They further conclude that the social
factors predict the psychological mediators of autonomy, relatedness, and competence,
which, in tum, predict intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. The current study did not have a
measure of these psychological mediators and therefore, had only limited prediction of IM
To Know and IM To Accomplish and no predictive variables for IM To Experience
Stimulation.
Researching further, the cognitive evaluation theory shows further support for the
integrated model, focusing on the relationship between the psychological mediators and
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motivation levels. The theory states that situational factors that facilitate perceptions of
competence, autonomy, and relatedness will increase situational intrinsic motivation and selfdetermined forms of extrinsic motivation (integrated and identified regulation). Situational
factors that impair such perceptions will have a negative effect on intrinsic motivation and
self-determined forms of motivation, and will lead to non-self-determined forms of extrinsic
,,
motivation (external and introjected regulation) and amotivation (Vallerand, 1996).
Finally, Harter' s Competence Theory (1978) also coincides with the factors of
Vallerand and Losier's integrated model, focusing on success/failure and competence. This
theory explains that successful experiences lead to the belief that one is competent, which
ultimately is intrinsic motivation. Blanchard and Vallerand (1996) supported this theory in
their study that examined the effects of athlete's perceptions of personal and team
performance on motivation. They found that subjective and objective indexes of personal
and team success positively @ 2 = .68, 12 < .01) influenced perceptions of competence, which
in tum facilitated self-determined motivation (i.e., intrinsic motivation). Therefore, had the
current study examined team success as a predictor variable, perhaps more variance would
have been accounted for. Also, if the present study had incorporated a measure of perceived
success/self-efficacy within the athletes' sport, this would have addressed the mediating
variable of perceived competence.

The Effects of Goal Orientation on Levels of Motivation
The second hypothesis stated that athletes with positive goal profiles (high task, high
ego) would have significantly higher motivation levels than other profiles. In order to test
this hypothesis, goal profiles and SMS-28 subscale scores were compared. This hypothesis
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was not supported. However, results indicated a significant difference between high task/low
ego and low task/low ego profiles. More specifically, high task/low ego athletes were
significantly higher on IM To Know than low task/low ego athletes.
These significant results can be logically explained. Athletes who are high in task
orientation believe in working and practicing hard and meeting the demands of the task.
Similarly, IM To Know can be defined as performing an activity for the pleasure and
satisfaction that one experiences while learning or trying to understand something new
(Pelletier, 1995). Therefore, it can be concluded that a task-oriented athlete is more
concerned with the intrinsic facets rather than extrinsic dimensions of sport activity.
Consequently, a task-involved goal perspective is assumed to positively relate to intrinsic
motivation (Nicholls, 1989). This idea was also found in a study conducted by Duda &
Nicholls (1992). Duda & Nicholls reported a moderately high association between task
orientation and intrinsic satisfaction and with interest in playing sport. No consistent
relationship between ego orientation and intrinsic satisfaction emerged in the study.
Non-significant results related to this hypothesis may be partially explained by
athletes' perceptual inaccuracies of the coaches' behaviors. Roberts (1992) found that
individuals who enter an environment that is inconsistent with their motivational goals may
perceive a conflict, and may not be as motivated to achieve. Concerning the present study,
less-experienced athletes (i.e., freshman n = 33) contributed 36% of the total responses.
Adjustment for these particular athletes from their high school setting may create conflict, as
collegiate sport settings tend to differ from a high school setting. Therefore, these particular
athletes may not have had as accurate perception of coaches' behavior, which may have
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influenced the non-significant regression results. Also, motivation scores may be negatively
affected for these specific athletes as well.
Though the current study exclusively examined goal profiles, some of the past
research has suggested that examining both motivational climate and goal orientation is a
more accurate predictor of motivation levels. In a study of 700 adolescent French girls'
perceptions of school PE classes (Cury et al., 1996), it was found that intrinsic motivation
and interest in school PE was best predicted by motivational climate rather than goals.
Specifically, mastery climate positively predicted interest, whereas a performance climate
(i.e., ego) was inversely related to interest. These results suggest that when intrinsic interest
in sport is not high, the motivational climate is more important in determining motivation
than individual goals are. The main reasoning behind this result is that when intrinsic
motivation at the individual level is low, the motivational climate can create interest. From
these results, it can be concluded that because motivational climate was not investigated in
the current study, a strong relationship between goal profiles and motivation levels did not
exist.
The perception of the motivational climate in sport has been measured by the
Perceived Motivational Climate in Sport Questionnaire (PMCSQ; Seifriz, Duda, & Chi,
1992). This scale has found to be valid and reliable in measuring the perception of the
individual of the criteria of success and failure inherent in the sport context. A study by
Seifriz, Duda, and Chi (1992) used the PMCSQ with high school male basketball players to
examine the degree to which intrinsic motivation and attributional beliefs were a functions of
perceptions of the motivational climate, dispositional goal orientation, or a combination of
the two variables. The study' s findings illustrate that attributional beliefs were best predicted
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by an individual' s goal orientation. Specifically, task orientation predicted the belief that
effort causes success, whereas ego orientation predicted the belief that ability causes success.
Both perceptions of the motivational climate and goal orientation were predictive of intrinsic
motivation.

Limitations
Within the current study, there were several limitations from the data collected that
may have accounted for the lack of significant findings. The first limitation was not
including athlete characteristics in the data analysis. These characteristics include such
variables as; athletes' age and years of experience. The athletes' age and years of experience
in their specific sport may have affected their level of motivation. As athletes mature and
become more experienced in their sport, their levels of motivation and definitions of leader
behavior may alter. Therefore, athletes who have participated on their college team for
several years (i.e., juniors and seniors) may be more accustomed to autocratic leader
behavior, thus having a smaller effect on one's intrinsic motivation. In the current study, the
mean age of the participants was 19.51 and 57% of the subjects were either freshman or
sophomores. This statistic may be a reason why leader behavior did not fully affect the
participant's level of intrinsic motivation. It should be noted that this information was
collected in the present study, but it was not a part of the analysis.
Another limitation may have been the team's win/loss record at the time the survey
was taken. If the team was experiencing a losing season at the time of the study, one's
motivation to further participate may be heavily affected, therefore not representing a
relationship between motivation and leader behavior. Also, depending on the team' s record
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at the time, the athlete may blame the team' s performance on the coach which would also
distort the motivation and leadership behavior relationship. This is also supported by
Vallerand and Losier' s (1999) Integrated Model oflntrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation, which
states that a team' s success/failure may have an influence on an athlete' s motivation level.
An additional limitation of the current study may have been that scholarship status
was not recognized as a potential variable that may have affected athlete motivation.
Research suggests that those athletes receiving scholarship for their sport may experience a
lower degree of intrinsic motivation than non-scholarship athletes. This idea was supported
by Ryan (1977) who examined the effect of athletic scholarships on intrinsic motivation
levels in collegiate athletes. Results indicated that those athletes on scholarship scored lower
on intrinsic motivation than non-scholarship athletes. Rationale explaining this finding stated
that athletes were essentially getting paid (i.e., getting a scholarship) for doing an activity
that was initially pleasing to them.
Finally, the current study did not take into account the starting status of the athletes.
Though starting status was examined, it was not an original part of the hypothesis. This
could have had an effect on the athlete's motivation levels as well. The study consisted ofN

= 91 subjects, and 61

athletes self-reported they were starters. Athletes who are usual starters

may experience greater motivation levels, both intrinsic and/or extrinsic, as well as an
increase in ego orientation. Also, non-starters may have less direct contact with the coach
and therefore, their perceptions of coach behaviors may be less accurate than the starting
group.
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Recommendations for Future Study
Future study in this area should strive to include more athletes from a larger number
of universities to increase the accuracy and reliability of the results. Also, it would be useful
to examine athletes' starting status as an original part of a hypothesis. It may find to be
helpful to investigate the impact starting status has on an athlete' s level of motivation and to
explore what effect this characteristic may have on an athlete/coach relationship. Further,
more significant results may be found by balancing first year athletes and senior athletes as
the subject group. It may be easier to obtain a better sense of significant perceptions of a
coaches' behavior when comparing these two groups of athlete populations. Additional
research on this topic needs to include other social factors that may influence an athlete' s
motivation (i.e., success/failure and motivational climate). It would be useful to further
examine Vallerand and Losier' s Integrated Model in relationship to perceptions of coaching
behaviors. Finally, it would be helpful if surveys could be distributed at equal points in time
of the team' s season. Surveying all teams at the beginning of the season may help to
eliminate any bias answers given in terms of personal feelings towards the team' s progress
thus far.

Conclusions
The current study found three significant results. First, IM To Know was predicted
by democratic leader behavior. Therefore, when athletes were given an opportunity to take
part in the teams' decision-making process, their intrinsic motivation to learn new skills and
techniques was enhanced. Second, IM To Accomplish was predicted by performance
feedback. Thus, when athletes receive encouraging feedback from their coach, their
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motivation to accomplish a task is increased. Finally, high task/low ego athletes were higher
on IM To Know than low task/low ego athletes. Therefore, athletes who experience a taskoriented climate have a greater potential of wanting to learn new skills and techniques in
their sport than athletes in an ego-oriented climate.
These significant findings were supported by previous research by Amorose and Horn
(2000), who also found that female collegiate athletes respond to performance feedback with
intrinsic motivation and prefer less autocratic behaviors. The present results also coincide
with Duda and Nicholls' (1992) study that reported a moderately high association between
task orientation and intrinsic satisfaction and with interest in playing sport.
The results of the current study provide direction for future research in this area. The
results of this study and future research can contribute pertinent information to coaches of all
age levels and abilities. Learning more about how the variables studied here interrelate has
the potential to assist coaches in promoting intrinsic motivation in their athletes.
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Appendix A
INFORMED CONSENT
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Dear Female Participant,
Your participation in a survey of coaching styles and motivation in sport, is needed. As a
Graduate student in Physical Education at Eastern Illinois University, I am conducting
this study with female collegiate athletes' on the influence of coaching styles and
psychological variables in various sports. I am now asking for female, collegiate athletes
to become involved in my study.
Your participation will require you to fill out four questionnaires enclosed in the packet:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Personal Data Sheet
Sport Motivation Scale
Leadership for Sport Scale
Task and Ego Orientation Questionnaire

The completion time for all materials should take approximately twenty-five minutes.
The questionnaires and instructions as to how they are to be completed have been
included with this letter.
Your name will not be used. The information obtained through this study will be kept
strictly confidential and will be used only for the purposes of this research. Coaches
will not have access to this data and they will not be able to see the study results for a
particular sport. Your participation is completely voluntary and you have the option of
withdrawing at any given time.
The consent form can in no way be connected to your responses on the questionnaires.
There are no physical or psychological hazards involved in participating in this study.
Please indicate your agreement to participate with your signature below.
I understand the above information and agree to participate in the study entitled The
Effects of Perceived Leadership and Goal Orientation on Female Collegiate Athletes
and Their Level of Motivation.
Signature - -- - - -- - -- - -

Date - --

---

Thank you for your time and your participation is greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,

Melanie L. Krynski

_____________________________

;;;;;;::;;;;;;;;;;,

~

.,.

~~

-·

-----
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Appendix B
DEMOGRAPIIlC DATA SHEET
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Personal Athlete Information Sheet
Sport:
Position:
Age:
Year in school:
Number of years on college team:
Number of years you have been a participant of the sport:
Are you normally a starter on the team?

Approximately how much playing time do you get per game? (circle one)
0-25%
26-50%
51-75%
76-100%
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Appendix C
SPORT MOTIVATION SCALE (SMS-28)
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The Sport Motivation Scale (SMS-28)
Using the scale below, please indicate to what extent each of the following items
correspond to one of the following reasons for which you are presently practicing your
sport/activity.
1 - Does Not Correspond

4 - Corresponds Moderately

7 - Corresponds Exactly

1. For the pleasure I feel in living exciting experiences

2

3

4

5

6

7

2 . For the pleasure it gives me to know more about the
sport I practice.

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4. For the pleasure of discovering new training techniques 1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5. I don't know anymore~ I have the impression that I am 1
Incapable of succeeding in this sport.

2

3

4

5

6

7

6. Because it allows me to be well regarded by people I
know.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

7. Because, in my opinion, it is one of the best ways
to meet people.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8. Because I feel a lot of personal satisfaction while

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

10. For the prestige of being an athlete

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

11 . Because it is one of the best ways I have chosen
to develop other aspects of my life

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

12. For the pleasure I feel when I am really in the activity

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

13. For the excitement I feel when I am really in the
activity

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

14. Because I must do sports to feel good about myself

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

15. For the satisfaction I experience while I am
perfecting my abilities

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3. I used to have good reasons for doing sports but now
I am asking myself if I should continue doing it.

Mastering certain difficult training techniques.
9. Because it is absolutely necessary to do something

if one wants to be in shape.
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16. Because people around me think it is important to
be in shape

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

17. Because it is a good way to learn lots of things which
could be useful to me in other areas of my life

I

2

3

4

5

6

7

18. For the intense emotions that I feel while I am doing
a sport that I like

I

2

3

4

5

6

7

19. It is not clear to me anymore; I don't really think that
my place is in sport

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

20. For the pleasure that I feel while executing certain
difficult movements

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

21. Because I would feel bad if I was not taking time to
do it

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

22. To show others how good I am at my sport

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

23. For the pleasure that I feel while learning training
techniques that I have never tried before

I

2

3

4

5

6

7

24. Because it is one of the best ways to maintain good
relationships with my friends

I

2

3

4

5

6

7

25. Because I like the feeling of being totally immersed
in the activity

l

2

3

4

5

6

7

26. Because I must do sports regularly

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

27. For the pleasure of discovering new performance
strategies

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

28. I often ask myself; I can't seem to achieve the goals
that I set for myself

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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AppendixD
LEADERSIDP SCALE FOR SPORTS (LSS), THE PERCEIVED VERSION
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T he Rcvi:scd Lc:i<lcrship Sc:ilc for Sport
(.-\<hl..:c~·s P~:-.:<!ocion V..:rsi ~> n)

p;;..:..:ti1•n-;: E.~..: h vf<h~ ti.)il~''-\ir.g :;;t~H<!:-:1l:!::cs <.!~scribe :i Spl:.'.ci::..: bt.:h:ivi0r chat :i ..:o:i~h
r.~.!Y (.7.\hii)ic. r-0r <::a..:h ::.\::lter.:enc there Jr::! ti·:e Jltemaci·.c :inswas. as folk)ws: 5 ;nc::i.ns
·:!hv:1ys· (I 1)() 0 ,, of the time): -1- m~:ins ·o~ten · (75% of th.: tim<.: 1; 3 meo.ns ·oc::Jsi0n:l!ly·
1
l :1)• •>of th-: time): 2 mc:rns ·selct0m · ~25 ' 1 u of (he time): :ind I me::ins ·ne1.·e:-· (0°·" of th~
ci :~ 1e ).
Pl..::1se indicate your coach's ::ictu:!l behavior by circling the :ippropriate space. Ans\ve:;:i[I items even if you are unsure of J. respon::::e. Pt c:ise n0tc that th e r es po nse is
a cco r di ng to how you perceive yo ur present co ach. There are no right o r v.Tong
:l0$\V(.7rS. Your spontaneous
ho nest response is importo.nt for the success of chis
ev::il u::ition.

and

Example: My coach likes each athlete on the team.

l 2 34 5

Mv Co:ich:
I . Coaches to the level of rhe athletes.

l 23

.., Encourages close and infonn::i! relationship with the athletes.

I2J45

3. lv[akes complex things easi~r to undc!rstand and learn.

l 2 3. ..+ 5

..+. Puts the suggestions made by the te:im members into operation.

12 345

5. Sets goals that are compatible \vith the athletes' abiliry.

1234 5

6. Disregards athletes' fe::i..rs and dissatisfactions.

l 2345

7. Asks for the opinion of the athletes on strategies for specific
competition.

12 345

3. Clarities goals :ind the paths to re:i.ch the goals for the athletes.

l 2 34 5

9. Encour::i.ges the athletes to mu~c suggestions for ways to conduce
pr:.ictices.

l 2 3 ..+ 5

In . .-\dapcs coaching style to S'1it the situ::ition.

I 2 34 5

11 . Lses :iltc:-n::itive me~hccs \Vhe:i :he effur.s of tl-:e .irh!eres ar<::
\vorking we!l in pr:i.cticc or in -:omi::etiticn.
12 . P:i.ys si::ectal ::irte:ir!un

i.o

cor.ecting athletes' mist::ikes.

i1Ct

..j.

5

l 2 J ..+ 5

l 2 3 ..j. 5
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~h

co:H:h .

1 2 3 .! 5

I.+. Sct::i the merits of athletes· ide:is \\hen differ from thl! COJ.<.:h's.

l 2345
12345

16. Rem:iins sensitive to the needs of the athletes.

l 7. Sta; s

int~rested

in the personal \veil-being of the J.thletes.

l 2 3 ..+ 5
12 3 4 5

l 3. PJ.ts Jn athlete after a good performance.

l 2345

l 9. Explains to e:ich athlete the techniques :ind tactics of the sport.

12345

?.O.

Congr:nubt~s

an athlete after a good play.

12345

?. I. Refuses to compromise on a point.

I 2 3 ..+ 5

.,.., Uses a vari<:!ty of drills for a practice.

l 2345

23. Stresses the mastery of greater skills.

12345

24. Alte.rs plans clue to unforeseen evenrs.

1 2345

25. Lets the athletes set their own goals.

12345

26. Looks out for the:! personal welfare of the athletes.

12 3 4 5

27. Uses objective measurements for evaluation.

l 2345

28. Plans for the te:irn relatively indepe:-ident of the athletes.

12345

29. Tells :in athkte ....-hen the athlete doc:!s a particularly good job.

123..+5

30. Gets approval from the athktes on import::i.nt matters before
going ah<:!~d.

l 2345

3 i . E:qresses :!ppreciation whe:1 :in :uhlete performs well.

l 2345

JJ .

..,

Puts th<:! ap9ropriate athletes in the lineup.

l 2345

Encourag:!s the ath le:es to confide in the coach.

12345

' P:-es<.:rice::> the method:; w be fo llo\ve<l.

~-r .

l 2 3 ..+ 5

89

>-Iv co:ich:

~').

C onJm:ts proper progressions in ceo.i.:hing fundamcnt;ils.

...' 1 .

Supcrvi~-.:s

~3.

Clarities training priorities and work on chem.

I 2 3-+ 5

ach le ces· drills closely.

39. Possesses good knowledge of the sport.

1'23-+S

I 2 3 -+ 5

-+O. Fails co exp lain his/her actions.
-+I. Encourages an athlete when the athlete makes mistakes in
perform:rnce.

12 3+5

-e.

Praises tht! athletes· good performance after losing a competition.

l 2 3 .+ 5

-+3. Pucs an athlete into different positions depending on the ne:!ds of
the situation.

12345

-+-L Assigns tasks according to each individual"s ability and needs .
..L.:;

R~co2r.i7es individual COiltributions to the success of each
competition.

12345

-+6. Presents ideas forcefully.

1 2345

-+ 7. lets the athletes decide on plays to be used in a competition.

l 2345

-+8. Performs personal favors for the athletes.

12345

49. Compliments an athlete for good performance in front of others.

l

- .., .:l. -.:;

I

.)

50. Gives the athletes freedom to determine the details of conducting
a dril I.

5 l. Gees input from the athletes at daily te::im meetings.

123.+5

52. Cl:ips hands when an athlete does "veil.

123-+5

... .,·
~ -'·

Give::; credit when it is due.

I
_.:; .....
Help::> the athletes wich their personal problem::; .

123..+5
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Appendix E
TASK AND EGO ORIENTATION SPORT QUESTIONNAIRE (TEOSQ)
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TASK AND EGO ORIENTATION IN SPORT QUESTIONNAIRE
(developed by Joan Duda and John Nicholls)
Directions: Please read each of the statements listed below and indicate how much you personally
agree with each statement by circling the appropriate respo nse.
When do you feel most successful in sport? In other words, when do you feel a sport activity has
gone really good for you?
I feel most successful in sport when ...
NOTE: Likert Scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, and
5 = strongly agree

I.

I'm the only one who can do the play or skill.

2.

I learn a new skill and it makes me want to
practice more.

1

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

3.

I can do better than my friends.

4.

The others can't do as well as me.

2

3

4

5

I learn something that is fun to do.

2

3

4

5

5.

1

6.

Others mess up and I don't.

1

2

3

4

5

7.

I learn a new skill by trying hard.

l

2

3

4

5

8.

I work really hard.

l

2

3

4

5

9.

I score the most points/goals/hits, etc.

l

2

3

4

5

10.

Something I learn makes me want to go and
practice more.

l

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

11.

I'm the best.

12.

A skill I learn really feels right.

13 .

I do my very best.

1

EGO ORIENTATION lvfEAN SCALE SCORE = Items l + 3 + 4 + 6 + 9 + 11/6
TASK ORIENTATION MEAN SCALE SCORE = Items 2 + 5 + 7 + 8 + 10 + 12 + 1317.

